REMARKS 

The present application was filed on March 12, 2004 with claims 1-22. Claims 1-22 are 
currently pending in the application. Claims 1 and 17-19 are the independent claims. 

Claims 1,3,5, 7-17, 21 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 7,197,045 (hereinafter "Amit") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,963,535 
(hereinafter "Stark"). 

Claims 2, 4, 6, 18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Amit and Stark in view of other references. 

No ground of rejection is specified for claim 19. 

In this response, Applicants traverse the § 1 03(a) rejections. Applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration of the present application based on the amendments and remarks herein. 

Applicants initially note that the Office Action is facially deficient for failing to clearly 
specify any ground of rejection for claim 19. It is believed that this defect may render the Office 
Action non-compliant with 35 U.S.C. § 132(a) ("Whenever, on examination, any claim for a patent is 
rejected, or any objection or requirement made, the Director shall notify the applicant thereof, 
stating the reasons for such rejection, or objection or requirement, together with such information 
and references as may be useful in judging of the propriety of continuing the prosecution of his 
application."). 

With regard to the § 103(a) rejection of claim 1 over Amit and Stark, the Examiner 
acknowledges that Amit fails to meet the recited interface that is configured to multiplex signals 
directed between the transmit unit and the receive unit of a first split transmit and receive media 
access controller (MAC) with signals directed between a transmit unit and a receive unit of at least a 
second split transmit and receive MAC. However, the Examiner argues that Stark meets these 
recitations, relying on the abstract, column 3, lines 19-20, and FIG. 3 of Stark. See the Office 
Action at page 3, last five lines, to page 4, line 3. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

It is important to point out that a particular type of multiplexing is recited in the above-noted 
portion of claim 1, rather than multiplexing in general. The interface set forth in the claim is 
expressly described as being configured to multiplex signals that are directed between the transmit 
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unit and the receive unit of a first split transmit and receive MAC with signals that are directed 
between a transmit unit and a receive unit of a second split transmit and receive MAC . 

The arrangement shown in FIG. 3 of Stark and relied upon by the Examiner clearly fails to 
provide the particular type of multiplexing recited in claim 1. FIG. 3 shows an arrangement which 
includes multiplexers 22 and 24, a buffer 10, and multiple MACs 12 A, 12B and 12C. The 
multiplexers 22 and 24 multiplex signals directed between one of the MACs 12 and the buffer 10 
with signals directed between another one of the MACs 12 and the buffer 10. For example, signals 
directed between the MAC 12 A and the buffer 10 are multiplexed with signals that are directed 
between the MAC 12B and the buffer 10. This is an entirely different type of multiplexing than that 
recited in claim 1 . The MACs 12 in FIG. 3 of Stark are not split transmit and receive MACs, nor 
does Stark disclose any interface which multiplexes signals that are directed between a transmit unit 
and a receive unit of a first split MAC with signals that are directed between a transmit unit and a 
receive unit of a second split MAC. To the contrary, the MACs 12 of Stark are apparently entirely 
separate and self-contained, each comprising both transmit and receive functionality , such that any 
signals directed between transmit and receive units of a given such MAC 12 do not pass through 
multiplexers 22 or 24 at all . 

It is therefore respectfully submitted that the teachings of Stark fail to supplement the 
deficiencies of Amit as applied to the interface multiplexing arrangement of claim 1 . The collective 
teachings of Amit and Stark simply fail to meet the recitations of the claim. They also fail to 
provide the considerable advantages associated with the claimed invention. See the specification at, 
for example, page 17, lines 5-10. 

Moreover, it is believed that one skilled in the art would not be motivated to combine or 
modify Amit and Stark to meet the claimed invention. The Examiner apparently argues that it would 
be obvious to combine Amit and Stark by coupling the MAC bus as taught by Stark between the 
CPU 330 and the switch 352 shown in FIG. 6 of Amit. See the Office Action at page 4, lines 3-11. 
However, this proposed modification of Amit would be inappropriate and unworkable. As noted 
above, the MAC bus comprising multiplexers 22 and 24 in FIG. 3 of Stark is used to multiplex 
signals directed between one MAC and a buffer with signals directed between another entirely 
separate MAC and that same buffer. As Applicants noted in their previous response, with reference 
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to FIG. 6 of Amit, it is indicated in column 5, lines 30-33, that Base MAC 338 is part of a single 
split MAC and corresponds to transmitter MAC 138 of FIG. 4, and it is indicated in column 5, lines 
40-43, that Base MAC 340 is part of the same split MAC and corresponds to receiver MAC 140 of 
FIG. 4. The Base MACs 338 and 340 may therefore be viewed as transmit and receive portions of a 
single split MAC. Thus, there would be no motivation to implement the MAC bus of Stark, which 
multiplexes signals directed between one MAC and a buffer with signals directed between another 
MAC and that buffer, in the single split MAC arrangement in FIG. 6 of Amit. Stark in fact teaches 
away from the claimed arrangement by teaching that each of the MACs 12 is apparently entirely 
self-contained, such that any signals directed between transmit and receive portions of a given such 
MAC 12 do not even pass through the MAC bus comprising multiplexers 22 and 24. See Stark at 
column 2, line 65, to column 3, line 15. 

For the above reasons, it is respectfully submitted that the collective teachings of Amit and 
Stark fail to meet the limitations of independent claim 1 . 

Independent claims 17-19 are believed patentable for reasons similar to those outlined above 
with regard to claim 1 . 

Dependent claims 3, 5, 7-16, 21 and 22 are believed patentable for at least the reasons given 
above for their respective independent claims. 

With regard to the § 103(a) rejections of claims 2, 4, 6, 18 and 20, the additional cited 
references fail to supplement the fundamental deficiencies of Amit and Stark as applied to the 
independent claims. 

The dependent claims are also believed to define separately patentable subject matter relative 
to the cited references. 

For example, dependent claim 4 specifies that the interface is controllably operable in one of 
at least two modes including an internal mode of operation, in which the interface is configured to 
deliver signals between one or more transmit units and one or more receive units where the transmit 
units and the receive units are implemented on the same integrated circuit, and an external mode of 
operation, in which the interface is configured to deliver signals between one or more transmit units 
and one or more receive units where the transmit units and the receive units are implemented on 
different integrated circuits. The Examiner apparently acknowledges that the collective teachings of 
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Amit and Stark fail to meet these limitations, but argues that they are shown in column 8, lines 10- 
1 9, and FIG. 3 of U.S. Patent No. 6,256,306 (hereinafter "Bellenger"). See the Office Action in the 
last paragraph beginning on page 1 1 . However, the relied-upon portions of Bellenger clearly fail to 
teach or suggest the recited interface operable in internal and external modes of operation as recited 
in claim 4. In fact, there is no mention whatsoever in Bellenger of an interface operable in such 
modes. The collective teachings of Amit, Stark and Bellenger therefore fail to meet the limitations 
of claim 5. 

As another example, dependent claim 5 specifies that the interface comprises a receive 
interface block coupled to a generate interface block via an interface bus, the generate interface 
block receiving signals from a plurality of media access controller receive units and multiplexing the 
signals onto the interface bus for delivery to the receive interface block, the receive interface block 
demultiplexing the signals from the interface bus for delivery to appropriates ones of a plurality of 
media access controller transmit units. The Examiner apparently acknowledges that Amit fails to 
meet these limitations, but argues that they are shown in the MAC bus of FIG. 3 in Stark. See the 
Office Action in the last paragraph beginning on page 4. However, as indicated previously herein, 
the relied-upon portions of Stark relate to multiplexing signals directed between one MAC 12 and a 
buffer 10 with signals directed between another entirely separate MAC 12 and the buffer 10. 
Accordingly, the MAC bus of Stark fails to teach or suggest the recited generate interface block and 
receive interface block performing respective multiplexing and demultiplexing operations. 
Illustrative embodiments of such elements are shown as elements 304 and 306 in FIG. 3 of the 
present application. There are simply no analogous elements in the MAC bus of Stark, which as 
noted above provides an entirely different type of multiplexing than that at issue in the present 
application. The collective teachings of Amit and Stark therefore fail to meet the limitations of 
claim 5. 
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In view of the foregoing, claims 1-22 are believed to be in condition for allowance. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Attorney for Applicant(s) 
Reg. No. 37,922 
Ryan, Mason & Lewis, LLP 
90 Forest Avenue 
Locust Valley, NY 11560 
(516) 759-7517 



Date: October 29, 2008 
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